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Abstract

’ To study the process whereby small groups come to identify one of
their members as & leader and to investigate whether such emergent leader-
shin could be predicted from a knowledge of other variables, 49 groups of
elither 4 or 5 men were assembled to discuss a human relations case. Within
each group, the rank order of the men on 42 psychological test variables,

6 observational and sociometric variables, andi 6 peer rating variables was
computed. The distribution of these ranks for each variable, for those
subjects who received the highest rank in response to the sociometric
question, "Which member of the group would you say stood out most definitely
as leader in the discussion?” was contrasted with the distribution on the
same varisble for those subjects who receivcd the lowest rank to the
leadership question. OFf the 42 test variables only the Masculinity-
Femininity scale of thc Strong Vocational Interest Blank showed a con-
sistent relationship to the leadership ranking. There was a positive
association in the 5 man groups between selection within the group as
lcader and thc selection by a large number of his classmates in response

to the peer rating question, "Which man on the class roster would you most
like to have as your boss?” There was no such relation in the 4 man groups.
The clearest reason that has~béen'found to explain why men were designated
as the leader was that they had a higher rate of interaction. Those who

acted.the most were the most likely to be judged to have been the leader.



Problem

The research reported in this paper was designed to answer the
question, "Why does one man emerge as the leader in small discussion groups?"”
The analysis was carried out to ascertain whether or not such emergent leader-
ship 1s associated with personality traits of the individual parvicipants;
with particular types of small group interaction; with sheer frequency of
interaction or total activity; or with more global characteristics of
persouality as measured by responses to peer rating questions about desirability

to have as a boss, emotional maturity, and friendliness.

Method

small groups of men were formed to discuss a human relations case.
Three distinct and independent types of data were collected in order to
investigate the emergence of leadership in such groups. The first type
consists of 42 psychological test variables, including scales on the Strong
Vocational Interest Blank and the Minnesota Multiphasic Inventory. These
have been listed in Technical Report No. 7, "Predictability of Small Group
Leadership Criteria." (Harrell, T.W. and Lee, H.E., April 1964) There the
relationship between these psychological test variables and seven criteria
of small group leadership obtained directly from the group interaction was
studied by multiple regression techniques. The analysis did not find any
significant relationship between the criteria and the 42 possible predictors.

While the subjects participaeted in the case discussion, observers
classified the interaction into three categorics. These categories, Category A
"Group Task Acts,” Category B "Solidarity Acts” and Category C "Individual
Prominence Acts"” together with Totel Activity, a category consisting of the
sum of the numbér of acts coded in the 3 other categories, formed half of
the small group data. The other half of the small group data includes

three sociometric measures. These are rankings which each subject made of
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the other subjects in the grcup after the group had reached its conclusien
to the case problem. The ranking questions asked were: (a) Who contributed
the best items for solving the problem? (b) Who did the most to guide the
discussion and keep it moving effectively? and (c) Which member of the group
would you say stood out most definitely as leader in the discussion? Technical
Report No. 6, "An Investigation of tp~ Product Moment Intercorrelations
Among Small Group Leadership Criteria"” (Harrell, T.W., Lee, H.E. and
Bwrnhem, L.E., May 1963) reported that the highest correlation among these
two different sets of small group leadership criteria was between the
observational variable of Total Activity and the sociometric question,

"Which mermber of the group stood out most definitely as the leader in the
discussion?” There was 8150 rerorted a tendency for the differentiation
of the roie of task leader from the social-emotional leader. This 1s
supported by the finding that the person who was seen by the non-participant
observers to act the most was also seen by them to contribute more in tle
arca of task accomplishment (Category A) than in the social-emotioncl area
(Category B). Included in that report are copies of the data collection
instruments.

Technical Report No. 2, "Correlation between Peer Ratings and Be-
havior Patterns" (Harrell, T.W., Lee, H.E. and Burnham, L.E., May 1963)
intrcduced the peer rating data, the third type of variable studied. In that

report the relations between the respomses to two of six questions asked,

(1) Which man in the group would you most like to have as your boss? (+ Boss)

and (2) Which man would you least like to have as your boss? (- Boss) were
stindied bty multiple regression. The report concluded that of the 44 variables
examined (the same 42 psychological test variables as discussed in Technical
Report No. 7 plus Imaginary Events and grade point average), the best and onliy
stable predictor of the number of times a student is rated by his peers as

desirable to have as a boss is that student's grade point average earned in
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the two years of his graduate atudf in business.

The other four questions, not considered in the second technical
report,are: (3) Which ran in the group exhibits the greatest degree of
emotional maturity? (+ Eﬁoticnal Maturity), (4) Which man exhibits the least
emotional maturity? (- Emoticnal Maturity), (5) Which man would you most like
to have a5 & friend and associate? (+ Friend), and (6) Which man would you
least like to have as a friend and associate? (- Friend). All six of these
peer rating variables are used in the present report.

The peer ratings were collected from the entire graduating MBA
class of a given year by distributing a roster listing all of the clsss
nmembers for vhom the scores on all of the 42 psychdlogical test variables
wers available. From this roster, each member of the cless was requested to
gelect a name to indicate his first, second, and third choice in response
to each of these six questions. About 50 per cent of the distributed rating
forms were returned. To convert these into the ranks used in tbe present
study, each smell group participant was first assigned a raw score weighted
for first, second, or third choice. The number of times a man was selected
for first choice, multiplied by 3 to weight the rating, plus the number of
timas he wag selccted for second choice, multiplied by 2, plus the rumber of
times he was selected for third choice was obtained. Then the man in each
smell group with the highest such score was assigned a rank of 1, the next
highest a rank of 2, and so on. The peer-rutings for the EDP groups was
obtained by the same method.

The analyses of these three types of variables so far reported has
been executed in such a manner as to minimize smmll group eftects. For
example, the product moment correlations between the 42 psychological test
varisbles and the small group data were studied. This has the effect of
equating a man who held the ﬁighest reank in one group on the socicmetric
leadership question with those men in other groups with the highest rank

on lcadership in their respective groups. However, what may be important in




0t s it A S SRR

Ay

5.
leading to hic selection by fellow group menbers for'the leadership role
may be his rank on the psychological test variables relstive to the rank of
the other members within his ownlgroup.» The burpose of this repért is to
present the results of such a study based on the rank of subjects within
their respe~tive groups.

Male studerts in a two year program leading to the degree Master
of Business Administratiocn, (MBA),and managers who participated in a
summer executive development program, (EDP), participated in human relatioms

casc discussions. The data reported herc is based on 13 EDP groups of

5-rien each, 15 MBA groups of S5-men each, and 21 MBA groups of 4-men each. The

amount of consensus as to who was the leader among the participants in each
group was examined. Dy defining & group as shoving comsensus when either
all participants gave a rank of 1 to the same man in response to the socio-
metric leadership item or as all participants othcr than that leader's own
ranking of himgelf, a basis for categorizing groups either into consensus
or non-consensus groups was cbtained. The MBA groups of 4-men showed can-
sensus in who was leader in l3kof their 21 groups. Only 4 of the 15 MBA
groups of size 5 could be classified as groups showing consensus, while
for thc EDP groups, all of size 5, only 2 showed consensus in their leader-
ship ranking. The smell number of groups exhibiting consensus did not pg;-
mit a meaningful comparison of consensus groups with non-consensus ones.
Consequently, the analysis wae made on all of the groups and it ignored the
fact that there was not complete consensus as 4o the cholice of leader.
Within each group, the rank cf the participants on each of the L2
psychological test variables, the 7 small group variables (observational and
sociometric) and the 6 peer rating variables was obtained. Ties were
resolved by rounding tc the nearest integer. Thus, each man's standing
within his group could be represented by one of the numbers 1, 2, 3, &4,
and for the five man group, 5, for each variasble considered. The ranks

from the EDP groups (all of 5 mexz each) Zormed one set of data. Those
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from the 4-man MBA groups & second set of data, while those from the S-man
MBA groups forme¢ the third and final set. Each set was analyzed separately.

The rank a man received in response to the sociametric question,
"Which member of the group would you say stood out most definitely as leader
in the discussion?" served a3 the criterion of small group leadership. All
subjects in a set vere sorted on the basis of their assigned rank to this
question. Then the distribution of the rankxs on each of the other variables
for all men who ranked 1 on leadership, for all men who ranked 2 on leadership,
and so on, were obtained.

Results

The distributions of the ranks on the small groups data, the observa-
tional categories and the sociometric data, show & high association as may
be seen in Tables 1, 2, and 3. Especially marked is the positive relationship
between the rank on the soclometric question on group guidance and the
lcadership criteria. However, these variables were all based on the same
interaction in the small group.

When the distribution of the ranks on the 42 psychological test
varisbles was examined, it was found that for the MBA groups of 4 partici-
pants there was no marked contrast between men ranked as 1 and those ranked
as 4. The distribution for a selected number of the 42 variables appears
in Tables 1, 2, and 3. The basis of selection was that in at least one of
the three data sets, EDP, MBA L-man groups, or MBA 5-man groups, there was
a trend of either increasing or decreasing along with the increasing rank
on leadership. Applying this principle led to the sclegtion of eleven
of the psychological variables. The distributions on these eleven varisbles
show no marked association between the rank on the psychological variables
and the leadership rank. Of these eleven variables, the one showing a
fairly consistent pattern in each of the three data sets 1s the Masculinit;-
Femininity Scale of the Strong Vocetional Ihterest Blank. The distribution
of the ranks as reported in Tables 1, 2, and 3 indicate that the more a
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man is seen as a group leader the higher he ranks on this scale. Similarly,
the less he is seen as leader the lower his rank on the MF scale.

The peer ratings, which, for the MBA groups were collected about
20 months subsequent to the small group participation, yield positive and
hence more interesting results. Although the number of subjects for whom
ratings were available for the MBA groups was smesll, the 5-man groups show
an association of leadership with desirable to have as a boss, with exhibiting
emotional maturity and with would like to have as a friend. The date for
L-man groups does not exhibit these trends evident in the 5-man groups.
The time lapse for the EDP groups between peer ratings and small group
participation was only a few weeks; and here,too, the rating desirable to
have as a boss is associated with the leadership criteria. The emotional
maturity and friend peer rating variables show some association with the
leadership criterion for the EDP groups, but less association than for the
5-man MBA groups.

Discussion

The data reported here, especially as evidenced by the high associa-
tiops among the small group data contrasted with the lack of association with
the psychological test data, suggest a situational view of the emergence of
the leadership role. RMactors associated with who beccmes a leader seem to
be dependent on the interaction within the particular group. The partici-
pant who was seen to act the most in the group discussion was seen to be
the leader. Thus, it is the interaction process in the group as opposed to
pergonality traits existing prior to the group interaction which governs
who emerges as leader. Although there is some evidence that such an emergent
leader may be more likely to be rated by his classmates as desirable to have

as a boss, there seems to be no association between the emergent leader and

individual personality characteristics as measured by the standard psychological

tests employed here.



Summary and Conclusions

The research discussed in this report was conducted to further the
understanding of the process by which participants in small group interaction
come to select one menmber as a leader. An analysis of data collected on k9
human relations case study groups suggest that one man starts by taking the
lead in the interaction. The man who does interact the most, who gives the
most guidance tc the group, who talks the most, is seen as the group leader.
Which particular participant assumes this role does not seem to be associated
with the perscnality traits of the participants as measured by standard
psychological tests. There is, however, some evidence that the leader 1s
also selected by his classmates as "desirable to have as a boss" on peer

ratings collected almost 20 months subsequent to the small group discussions.

W
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Table 1
Ranks on Selected Variables for MBA Groups of Size L

Rank of SubJjects on Sociometric Leadership Questio:

Renk 1 (N = 19) Rank 4 (N = 25)
Rani Rank
1 2 3 4k 1 2 3 L4

Sociaretric and Observational Variables

Category A-Task 11 4 2 2 1 3 4 17
Category B-Solidarity 8 6 2 3 5 1 8 11
Category C-Individual Prom. 8 5 5 1 1 7 6 11
Total Activity i 2 2 1 0O 2 5 18
Best Ideas 11 7 0 1 1 3 6 15
Guidance i 2 2 1 1 4 4 16

Psychological Test Variables

SVIB Production Manager 4 4 5 6 8 6 5 6
SVIB Masculiniiy-Femininity 6 L4 5 L 5 6 6 8
MMPT Mf 3 6 5 5 5 5 8 7
MMPT Ma 5 4 7 3 3 € 7T 9
MMPI Es 5 8 3 3 L 10 5 6
G-Z Masculinity 7 2 3 7 6 9 6 L
LOQ Consideration 8 3 6 2 6 8 5 6
GSD  Self Assurance 3 5 6 5 8 5 T 5
Personnel Problems + Score 3 4 6 6 5 5 6 9
TAT Achievement y 3 6 6 L 8 5 8
TAT Power 1L 8 8 2 2 T 8 8
Peer Rating Variables (n = 8%) (n = 12%)
+ Boss 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 5
- Boss 3 2 3 0 3 1 3 5
+ Emotional Maturity 2 2 0 4 3 3 1 5
- Emotional Maturity 2 1 3 2 2 2 6 2
+ Friend 3 1 3 1 2 3 3 4
- Friend 3 2 3 0 2 0 4 6

Note.--The original scores contain ties. These were eliminated by rounding the ranks
to the largest integer. This results in some distributions which do not equal the
group N.

The socicmetric and observational variables were collected as part of the small cas
discussion group participation. The leadership criterion is the rank of the partic:
pants in response to the sociometric question, "Which member of the group would you
say stood out most definitely as leader in the discussion?"

The eleven psychological variables used in Tetles 1, 2, and 3 were selected from a
set of 42 which were examined. These eleven variables were the only ones which, in .
least one of the three data sets, showed eitier a consistent trend of "non-decreasin,
or "non-increasing" across the leadership ram:s. That is, if, for each and every ad
jecent pair of leadership ranks, the rank on the psychological test variable for the
second element of the pair was the same or larger than the rank on the first element
the peir, that variable was classified as non-decreasing. The category, nor-increac
was analogously defined.

The peer rating data were obtained apart from the subjects perticipation in the smal
group discussion. Hence, they may be regarded as independent of the socicmetric and
observational variables. A description of the method used to obtain these ranks and
exact wording of the questions employed to obtain the peer ratings appear in the tex
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Table 2
Ranks on Sclected Variables for MBA Grouds of Size S

Rank of Subjects on Socicmetric Leadership Question
Rank 1 (N = 15) Rank 5 (Il = 16)

Rank Rank
1 2 3 4

1 2 2 Lk 5

i

Sociometris and Observaticnal Variebles

Category A-Task 7T 7T 1 0 O 0 0 1 3 12
Cateyc.y B-Solidarity 8 2 3 o 2 0 2 3 6 &
Category C-Indivadual Prom. 5 2 2 3 3 1 4 2 3 6
Total Activity 7 5 3 ¢ 0 O 0 1 4 11
Best Ideas 5 6 2 o 2 G ¢ 2 3 1
Guldance 6 7 1 L O O 0 0 2 1
Psycuoclogical Test Variables
SVIB Production Manager 3 4 o 1 7 2 2 2 5 5
SVID lMasculinity-Femiainity 5 3 3 2 2 3 4 1 6 2
MMPT IF 3 3 3 3 5 1 6 0 2 7
120 la 2 3 1 3 6 2 2 3 Lk 5
12PI Es 3 5 3 1 3 2 2 3 1 8
G-Z Masculinity Y 3 3 3 2 1 2 2 4k 7
L0} Consideration 4 ¥ 1 5 1 L 3 2 3 &
GSD  Self Assurance 1 4 o 4 6 3 3 4 3 3
Perscnucl Problems, + Score 3 1 5 3 3 3 1 5 2 5
TAT  Achicveuent y 3 3 3 2 5 1 4 1 5
TAT  Pover 1 2 5 L4 3 3 4 4 3 2
Peer Ratiug Varisbles (n= 8*) (n = 8%
+ Boss 3 1 1 2 1 o o 1 L4 3
- Boss 0O 0 1 4 3 2 2 0 2 2
r mobioual Halurity 3 2 1 2 0 0O 3 0 2 3
- aotional Maturity 2 1 0 4 1 1 0 2 5 O
+ Friend 5 2 0 0 1 c 1 1 3 3
- I'riend o 2 2 3 1 0 0 3 3 =2

Note .==See note to Teble 1.

*¥Pecr iohing data were not availeble for all subjects as some of these groups were
commosed of men in the MBA cless of 1965. No peer ratings have been collected for
this class.,



Table 3
Ranks on Selected Variables for EDP Groups of Size §

Rank of Subjects on Socicmetric Leadership Questior

Rank 1 (N = 13) Rank 5 (N = 1b4)
Rank Rank
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 L4 5
Sociometric and Observational Variables
Category A-Task 7 3 2 1 0 0 o 2 4§ C
Category B-Solidarity 3 4 2 2 2 1 2 1 6 &
Category C-Individual Prom.
Total Activity 7 1 5 0 O 0 0 2 1 11
Best Ideas 6 4 3 0 o0 0O 0 0 2 12
Guidance 9 3 1 0 O 0O 0 1 3 10
Psychological Test Variables
SVIB Production Manager 2 2 5 2 2 1 2 4 4 3
SVIB Masculinity-Femininity y 2 4 o 3 0 2 3 8 1
MMPI Mf 3 1 3 2 4 3 3 2 L4 2
MMPI Ma 3 3 1 4 2 3 2 2 2 -
MMPTI Er 3 4 1 3 =2 L 3 3 2 ¢
G-Z Masculinity 2 3 2 4 2 Yy 3 2 2 3
L0Q Consideration Yy 3 2 2 2 L 4 2 2 o2
GSD Self Assurance 0O 2 3 6 2 1 1 & 4 4
Personnel Problems, + Score 5 2 3 2 1 O 4 3 2 5
TAT Achievement 3 3 0 3 &4 1 1 6 L =2
TAT Power 0 3 2 5 3 3 2 2 6 1
Peer Rating Variables
+ Boss 6 3 1 2 1 0 2 4 2 6
- Boss 2 4 1 3 3 2 2 1 L4 3
+ Emotional Maturity 3 4 1 2 3 1 1 3 4 5
- Emotional Maturity 3 2 3 2 3 2 0 3 2 7
+ Friend 3 5 0 2 3 2 4 1 L4 3
- Friend b 1 4 1 3 2 2 3 1 6

Note.--See note on Table 1.



